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ABSTRACT

' This document presents flndlngs and recommendations -
of a resource group charged with providing background information and
" recommendations concerning enrollment for consideration in the
development of a master plan for higher e&ducation in Connecticut. The
resource group feels- that public postsecondary institutions should
serve the entire community and not merely one sector of it. Each
member of the community should have the. opportunity to receive the
postsecondary education that he needs and desires. Because of this,
the following recommendations are made to increase educational
~opportunities in the state: (1) at least lower- -division education be
~made tuition freej; (2) the open admissions policy at the ‘community .
colleges be made operative by adequate funding; (3) off- campus
courses offered by state colleges and the university be substantially
increased; (4) courses to serve community needs be instituted or
increased at-all state postsecondary institutions; (5) graduate,
summer, and ertension courses be funded by the state; and (6) a
central cliearinghouse to process applications for the various
‘adm1SS1on‘ offlces be established. (Author/HS) o
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
COMMISSION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

P.O. Box 1320 - . HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06101
AREA-CODE 203 566-3913

February, 1973

To the Reader:

The 1972 General Assembly passed Public Act 194 which directed the
Commission for Higher Education to develop a Master Plan for Higher Educa-
tlon in Connecticut by January 1974, In resporse, the Commission determined
a structure designed to insure broadly btased parTncnpaflon in the development
of the plan. An overview of that structure is contained in the following
document. : ‘ ‘ '

One of the most important elements of the Master Plan structure is the
Resource Groups. Slince September 1972, these groups, made up of over two
hundred persons, have addressed themselves to major iopics for the Master
Plan. The reports of these groups have been made available to public boards .
of higher education with-the requést that the reports he disseminated to
the chief executives and to the chief librarians of each institution and that
the broadest discussion. poSS|ble of the resource groups' topics be encouragad
among faculty, students and interested groups. |In addition, copies are being
made available through public libraries and to organizations and governmertal
agencies which might be interested. Because the supply of the reports s -
limited, any interested individuals are permitted to reproduce any or all
reports.

This report is one of ‘eight Resource Group Reports. It should be
recognized that the topics assigned to the Resource Groups are not muiually
exolusive. Therefore, the reader is encouraged to read -all eight reporfs.

The Commission for ngher Educafron i's most gra+efu| to The many
lndividuals viho ‘gave freely of their time and energies serving on Resource
Groups ‘The excel lent groundwork they. have provided in their reports will

process of the Masfer Plan deveIopmen+ con+1nues

(a)




MENMBERS OF THE COMMTSSION FQR,HIGHER EDUCATION‘

Donald H. MeGannon, Chairman, New Canaan
James J. Dutton, Jr., Norwich

Henry F. Fagan, Stratford

Miss Anne M. Hogan, Putnam

Miss Helen M. Hogan, Cheshire

Robert J. Jeffries, Westport

Mrs. Nerma A. Jorgensen, Newington

Miss Margaret Kiely, Bridgeport

Mrs. Bernice Niejadlik, Danielson

Mrs. Irene Novak, Westport

John R. Reitemeyer, Barkhamsted

William J. Sanders, ex officio, West Hartford
The Reverend Herbert Smith, Hartford
Orville J. Sweeting, New Haven
Sister Mary Theodore, West Hartford

R

BOAHD OF TRUSTEES FOR THE UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT

Gordon W, Tasker, Chairman, Hartford
Merlin D. Bishop, West Hartford

Mrs. Eugene D. Jones, Wilton

Mrs. Albert N. Jor’gensen, Jr., Newington
Walter B. Kozloski, Farmzngton

Mrg, Conrad J. Kronholm, Jr., Hartford
John M. Luptor, Wallingford

John T. Macdonald, Hartford
Joseph R. McCormick, Wether’sfzeld

The Homorable Thomas J. Meskill, Hartford
Carl W. Nielsen, Hartford

William J. Sanders, Hartford

Charles Stroh, Hartford

Robert F. Taylor, Hartford

W. DeHomer Waller, New Haven

" BOARD_OF TRUSTE'E’S FOR STATE COLLEGES

Mrs. Bernice C. Nzegadlzk Chairman, Dam,elson
Frank Cammdrano, New Haven,, :
- James E. Dyer, Danbury ‘
. .Richard Gur’ney,“LakeszZe
Francis W. Hogan, Torrington
" Ernest A. Johnson, Hamden
Miss Laura Johnson, Hartford
Ramon M. Ma.rtinez,‘ Middletown
Marcus E. MeCraven,. New Hauen
Jares F. MeNally, Hartford -
John F. Robinson, West Hartford, ‘ o e e
Alvin B. Woods, Bloomfield R ‘ o | ; : i

v

(b))




BOARD. OF TRUSTEES FOR REGIONAL COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Henry F. Fagan, Chairman, Stratford
Roger B. Bagley, Manchester

Robert P. Giannini, Bridgeport

Mrs. Eldzabeth Joyner,7Winsted

Paul Mali, Groton

‘Mrs. Dorothy C. Mc!VuZty, West Hartford
Marcos Ocasio, New Haven

Vinecent J. Scampor¢no Middletown
Mrs. Beryl Strout; Wallingford

W. Lonsdale Taylor, Woodstock Valley
Mrs., Marjorte Terrell, West Hartford
Max R. Traurig, Waterbury

BOARD OF TRUSTEES FOR STATE TECHNICAL COLLEGES

William Horowitz, Chairman, New Haven

Thomas G. Carruthers, Vernon

Mrs. Virginia D. Chrietian, Norwich

Mrs. Betty Lou Dorin, Berlzn

G. Eugene Goundrey, Middletown

Mrs, Jane Dargan Humphries ‘West Hartford
- Miss Margaret Kiely, Bridgeport

Nicholas A. Longo, Putnam

John E. Toffolon, Riverton

MANVAGENMENT/POLICY GROUP

Henry E. Fagan Chatrman
Board of Trustees Regional Communzty CoZZeges

Mrs, '‘Bernice C. Niejadlik, Chairman 4
Beard of Trustees State Colleges

William Horowitz, Chairman
- Board of" Trustees State Technical CoZZeges

Gordon W. Tasker, Chairman
Board of Trustees Unzverszty of Connectzcut

Donaild H. McGannon, Chairman . .
Commission for Higher Education G -

Robert A. Kidera, President | o
Connecticut Conference of Independent Colleges

Executive and General Assembly Liaison
E@presentatzve Howard M. Klebanoff -

Stuart Smith, ijbce of the Governor
Senator Ruth 0. Truex .




REVIEW AND EVALUATION GROUP

Samuel M. Brownell
Consultant on Urban Education, Yale Untverszty
John J. Driscoll, President
- Comnecticut State Labor Council, AFL-CIO -
' The Reverend Edwin R. Edmonds /
Dizwell Avenue Congregational Church, New Haven
Theodore F. Hogan, Jr., Chairman ‘
State Commission on Human Rights and Opportunities, New Haven
Arthur Howe, Lyme-
Carmine R. Lavzerm
Secretary, Connecticut Bar Assoctatzon Winsted
Ms. Laura M. Pope, Executive Director
Connecticut Assotcation of Boards of Education, Ine., Hartford
Dennen Reilley, West Hartford Public Schools, West Hartford
Mabel Murphy Smythe, Phelps-Stokes Fund, New York
Arthur L. Woods, President ‘
Connecvicut Businese and Industry Assoczatzon, Ine., Hartford

Ex—oﬁfzczo M@mbers

Adolf G. Carlson, Commissioner
Department of Finance and Control
Ruben Figueroa, Commissioner -
Department of Community Affairs
Mrs. Gloria Schaffer, Secretary of State

MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM PROJECT TEAM

Dorothy Goodwin, The University of Connecticut
Cletus Clow, State Colleges

Kenneth Summerer Regional Community - CoZZeges
Joseph Karporwzch State Technical Colleges
Francis Degnan, Commission for Higher Education

George HaZZ IBM

Charles Lounsbury, IBM
‘Roger Kalar, IBM

‘ COMMISSION FOR HIGHER EDUCATION STAFF

W&rren G. HzZZ ChanceZZor : ‘ .

Louts Rabtneau Viee Chancellow Director, - Program PZannzng
- Francis J. Degnan Director, Research and Publications

R. Kent Fielding, Associate in Higher Education o
Margaret A. Duffy,. Associate in Higher Educatzon,

. Mary Ellen Stanwick, Special Assistant

Linwood Robinson, Speczal Consultant

Josephzne CauZey, Lypzst R

ca)




MASTER PLAN STAFF ASSOCIATES

David Basch, Board of Trustees for State Colleges

Brian H. Burke, University of Connecticut

Joseph Dunn, Central Connecticut State College

W. Lewis Hyde, Cornecticut Conference of Independent Colleges
Stanley Macklow, Norwalk State Technical College '

Bernard Shea, Board of Trustees of Regional Community Colleges
Sally A. Morgan, University of Connecticut

:(3e;) 




INTRODUCT I ON

The following report has been prepared by the Resource Group for con-
slderation by the Commission for Higher Education as it develops a Master
Plan for higher education in Connecticut. To insure clear understanding

of this report a number of points should be‘emphasized:

e The findingsﬁand recommendations are the coneidered Judgment
.of the individual Resource Group. They do ngi necessarify
krepresenf‘an opinion or posifion‘of the Commission for Higher

Education or any o+her group sucn as the ManagemenT/Policy or

Review and Evaluation Group.

e This report is one of eight reports,.The Resource Group reports, k g
as a whole, are nosifion paners for consideration in the develop-
ment of the Master Plan. They ehould not be construed as con—
" stituting a first draft of the Masfer Plan. Subsequent to further
discussion and comment, the recommendafionS‘made in reporfe may

be retained, revised, or deleted in the Master Plan.

e The recommendations of the group may~conflic+ with recommendafions’
“made by oTher groups. The reconc:luaT:on of conrilcflng recommen—-
da+|ons will be cons:dered in the process of developlng a draf+

"MasTer Plan

® fhﬂ developmen+ of a MaSTer“Plan is a'dynamic‘nroceqefreQuiring
confinuing inpu+ from many'eources; Al+hough the Resource -Group. ;‘; S § 
reporTs provnde an. amporfanf source of Judgmenfs abou+ The elemenfs
of +he plan,‘addlflonal reac+|on, commenT and Thoughf |s requlred "}7  f" G

Q .f before an 1n1+xal draff of The MasTer Plan can be complefed

(f‘)



All questions and comments concerning this report should be
addressed to Master Plan Staff Associates, c¢/o The Commission for

Higher'EducaTion,ﬁE.O. Box 1320, Hartford, -Connecticut 06101.
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PROCESS OF THE MASTER PLAN

Groups Involved in the Master Plan

l .

Commission for Higher Education:’ The State's coordinating agency for

higher education was requested by the General ASSembly (P/A. 194, 1972)
To develop, in cooperafron with the boards of trustees of the constit-
uent units of +he public sysTem, a Master Plan for Higher Education in

Connecticut. The plan is To be compieted and submitted to the Genera!

~Assembly by January, 1974,

Management/Policy Group: A sfeering'commbffee for the Master Plan pro-

cess; membership consists of the chalrmen of the boards of Trus1ees for
The cons+1+uen+ units, and The pres:den+ of the Connec+1cu+ Conference

of Independenf Colleges. Liaison representation from THe'Governor's of~-

ftce and from the General Assembiy are also represented.”

‘ResourcenGrougs: These groups are charged with developing position pa-

pers on specific topics for uTIIizafion in the developmen+ of a Master

Ptan, Membershnp is proporT:onafely balanced befween the hlgher educa~

'T.on communlfy and non- academncs To insure that a broad specfrum of vxew-

polnfs be represenfed in group delnberaflons Each group was assngned

, spec:f!c ques+|ons by The Managemenf/Polncy Group. In addnfuon, each

» group was encouraged +o address any other quesflons as |+ saw . fit.

Revlew»and Evaluafion Group‘ ‘A group }nvifed to review, evaluate, and

c make commenfs on +he Resource Group repor+s and successnve draffs of

The MasTer Plan. . Ten members reoresenf a wnde specfrum of the state's

';,bu5|ness and publnc nnferesf ac+|v1+y and three erofflcno members are

from, sfafe goVernmenT

( Wy




V. Master élan Staff Assoclates: Each of fﬁa constituent units of the
| public system and the COnheCTICUT Conference of Independen+ Col leges

have provided staff supporT for the Master Plan project. The staff
assoclafes serve:a duval function: (1) -each sfaffjassocuéfe provided
staff assistance to a Resource Group.aﬁd, sub;equenfly, (2)‘+he's+aff
associates Qifl, invcollaborafion with Thé Commission staff, breparé

the draft of +the Master Plan.

Vl;‘ Constituent. Unit Boards of Trustees, including Faculty, Students and

Administration: All'boafds of frustess of the higher education system

are asked to review careful ly. the Resource Group reports and the Master
Plan drafts fo follow. It is expected that each instltution will en-
courage the fullest possible discussion among faculty, sTudenfs, and

administrators.

Vil. . The Public: In addfTion to the higher eduqafion_consfiTuencies ﬁofed
above, a vital Input To_The Master Plan is the parTicipaf?on of all..
whe are infefesfed |nclud|ng individuals in induSTry, labor,-minori—

- ties, professuonals -— in shorT‘ all organfzafions aﬁd individuals in-
}eresfed in h:gher educafion Cqmmenfs are;invifed,af any sfagénof the
developmenf of The MasTer P!an HoweVer for consndorafion for +he
ifn?T?aI draft of +ne Masfer Plan, commenTs musT be recelved by Aprll

1973 and in the funal draft of the. Mas*er Plan by Sepfember 1973




AN OUTLINE OF ACITVITIES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MASTER PLAN

Activity
I. CHE requesis staff assistance from constituent units _ 6/72
2. CHE appeinfs Management/Policy Group
3. Management/Policy Group:
a. ldentifies elements of Master Plan
b. Develops queries to be addressed
c. Appoints Resource Groups
4. CHE holds Colloquium Orientation meeting
5. CHE appornf Review and Evaluafuon Group
6. CHE approves interim report for TransmnTTaI to Gevernor 12/72
7. Resource Groups complete and transmit papers to Managemenf/
~ Policy Group ;jf
8. MangemenT/PoIicy Group distributes Resource Grcup‘reporfs to
Constituent units, Review and Eveluation Grcup, and ofther in-
terested groups and individuals
9. Comments on Resource Group repdrfs are submitted by Review and
Evaluation Group, consfxfuenf units, and other interested in-
duvuduals and. groups '
10. Ianual Draf+t of MasTer Plan .is prepared and dnsfrubufed to
constituent units and Review and Evaluation Group
Il. Initial reactions are received and Draft of Master Plan iis
amended. ; ‘
2. CHE sponsors publuc presen+a+|on of amended Draff of Master Plan
© .. -and solicits comments from all groups and nndTvndua s-who are
in+eres+ed
13. ‘Commenfs reviewed and evaluated and final draft prepared
14. ManagemenT/Poliey Group‘rece|Ves final comments on final Draft
of. Master Plan from Eonsflfuenf units and Revnew and Evaiuafuon
Group, reporfb to CHE.~ ‘

CHE approves final draf+ of Masfer Plan and +ransm|+=‘1+ To 12/7z

~ the Governor and . General Assembly

~
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EDUCATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Resource Group Report to the

Commission for:Highér Edncation,   g

: Dorothy V, Schrader, Chairman1




February 16, 1973

Mr.;Donald H. McGannon Chairman
Commission for ngher Education
340 Capitol Avenue

L Hartford Connecticut

DeariMr ‘McGannon':ff”

The followl1g report is the result of the work and de11berations of
" Resource Group :II. ' This group ‘has. functioned to provide background
information and recommendations concerning enrollment for:consider~
‘ation in the development of a Master Plan’ for ngher Education in‘”
Connectlcut..' ‘ e :

3Initially, the Resource Groups addre"sed itself to: answering the_
questions posed by the Management/Pollcy Group.- We have " attempted
. to. the best .of:our abilities, to ‘answer. the questions and have
drawn recommendatlons based on‘our findings. . The ‘Group . accepted
"the invitation of ‘the Management/Policy Group to ecpand its scope-
"beyond ' the specific questions ~We. have identified and made recom-
: mendations concern1ng some related top1cs which have come to the.

foreground as a’ result of our work' on enrollments and which we Judgee E

‘to be important issues for the Master Plan

The Resource Group strongly supports the recommendations made in
this report. ‘We hope they will prove valuable in the development of

"the Master Plan

Sincerely yours,jl = N
j}mrtry_ Z A{C/'—"f“-‘()e’l/

Dorothy V. Schrader

DVS :mf
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Resource Croup I1 - Enrollment: Distribution of Enrollment Among. Constituent
Units , .

EXCERPTS OF PRINCIPAL FINDINGS AND RE&bMMENDATIONS

Higher education is cu:rently'in a state:of uncertainty in regard
to its most important‘element——students. Enrollments_have'riséq generally
over the past decéde but thé‘past two‘years;ﬁave shown é sqallefwiﬁcrease
than wés-predidfed. Until‘l971 the prbjeétioné made by tﬁeVCHE‘wefe

éccﬁrate to 1% or better.. These‘projections.féiled_in 1971 and'1972,

which indicates that fewer high school graduates are,starting college and

the number of already enrolled students returning is smaller than expected.
At this time there are no reliable figures on which to base a long~range

projéctidn of enrollment. It seems likely, however, that enrollment is

at a peak. ' Birth rate figures would lead one to expect a decrease in

enr@llmén;:GROWTH in 1975 and anfactuél,décliﬁe in total enrollment“~ 

by 1980; Howeyer}';Hé appareﬁt altera;idh iﬁi?hé rate of cdllegéégoing
Hrt:h‘is_ yéaf‘méan‘s that 1975 will p:rdb}ébly' become. a year of -qeciiﬁé‘ 1n |
 ehr6ilment and'l980‘a'yéafnéf shéfp:de¢iinel‘rfhese pfojeé;ian'féfér only .
.tQ:theftraditiénéi_stﬁdeﬁt} “A”sefidus:éfféfﬁ.to'iﬂcreaéé ptﬁér enfoll—‘

‘ments (part-time, non-credit and community—service)fwou1d obviously alter

tﬁe ﬁicture;

Historicaily,'post;secbndary’édupation in Cdnnecticuthaé‘éerQéafé
limited@gpéup Qf annécticut‘residenté._. The typicél‘sﬁudent of the éast
was in ﬁis 1éte ﬁeens;siﬁglé;'depeﬁdenﬁ;on hié;pé;épts qu;suﬁpdrt.iéﬁe‘

attended classes full time, lived on or near campus, and completed. his

. dééree in: four years. The‘pOSt—secondary‘institutibns were‘strdctured 

to serve him.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

This committee feels that public post-secondary- institutions should

serve the entire community and not merely orme sector of it. FEach member

of the commnnity should have the opportunity to receive the post-secondary

education which he needs:and desires. The Enrollment Resource Group did

not feel that a mere commentary on existing facts was sufficient. Since

enrollment figures are.influenced by many faotors, the following modifica—

1.

2.

'all state post-secondary institutionsi =

A central-clearinghouSekto process applications_for the various

~ tions of the education system are recommended:

At least lower-division education be tuition free.
The open admissions policy at the community colleges be made

operative by édequate funding.

qoff—oampus courses offered by state colleges and the University

" be substantially increased.

Courses to serve community needs.be instituted or increased at

kGraduate,‘summer,‘and extenSion courses be funded by thelstate{

admissions*offices be:estéblisned;

'The.folloning_problemSuhave,generated thé,aboye recommendations:‘

1.

.2.‘

Tuition and fees bar many,students‘from poet—secondarerducation.

Enrollment of non-white, lower economic- level, and other minority

students does not represent the population of the state.

There.is-insnfficient]opportunity~for_those who wish to continue
their education on a:part-time basis.

Most‘of,Connecticut’s'people do not consider the colleges and univer-

sity as their institutions.

e P e
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5. The pef—credit cost of gfaduate, summer, and extension courses
is much higher than it is for full-time undergraduate courseé.

€. While iﬁ is known that the‘enroilment of ctadi;ional students is
decreasing im the stare,, precise.enroliment figures canmot be

- cited because- there Iz no centrdl source of ‘compztible ZZata.

CERIC ) | _

A i Toxe Provided by ERIC




ANSWERS TO THE GiVEN QUESTIONS

ggggzlgﬁ: a. What have been the national and state trends in earoll-
izznts in higher education and what has‘beep the distri-
bution of enrollments among types of inStitptions'(public,
private, 2—year, etc.)?
RESPONSE: a. Hational: enrollment in higher education has 1ncreased at
‘ ﬂﬁhefrate,of~approxmmare1y 450,0005students‘per year for the
Z1960-1970 period. TﬁiS‘is an increase of about 12.8% per
wear baeed‘on 19€0. |
Piiblic 4~year.enrollment‘has increased at a rate‘ofuabopt
ZFR.,000 students per year for the 1960-1970 or‘ar‘about
15.7% per year based on 1960.
‘Hdvate 4-year enrollment gaipea'ar a rate of about 75,500
k;ner year‘fer the“104yearrperiod which ie‘approximaCeiy 6%
=, year baeed onAl960,‘
y?hbllc 2-year enrollment galns for thekperlod were at a

w30, 000 per year rate.: HOWever, 78/ of the tatal lO—year

1w§ain occurred from 1967 on. The two segments-show 1960—

967 at 30, 000 per year and 1967- 1970 at 234, OOO per year

wme mean rate- glves 15/ per year for the 10 years based on

3860,

Private 2-year schools are an insignificanr portion of the

total.
Tue*eﬁrollment of each sectdr as akpereent of the total for

the beundary‘yearé7i9601and:i970‘are:




Public 4-year 50% 53%

Private 4-year 38% 287%
Public 2-year - 10% 18%

(totals are not.100% due to private Z—year)

Tnese data are taken frbm-the‘l970 biéest of‘EduCetional.
Statistics (ﬁEw). |

Connecticut enrollment infhigher education increased at the
. rate of approximately 4,600 students ﬁer §ear”for‘the 1960~
19?d.§ério&. Thls is a rate of apprux1mately 207% per year
based on 1960. The bulk of the increase occurred from 1965-
1970, the rates being 3,400 per year for 1960—3965‘and 5,770

per year for 1965-1970.

‘Pnblic 4—year gains ﬁqr“thenperiod;l960;1970 were at a‘l,QOO
per year rate or 14.6% based on 1960. &he bulk of this_gain‘
i was‘efrer 1965 and principally ecconnted fqr‘by an increase
of einost 100%‘in the'enrollnenf df‘thé stare colleges.  Tke

table below summarizes the period.

Table 1

4—Year Publlcly—Supported Full -Time
Undergraduate Enrollment

1960 1965 1970
U Connecticut 7,701 9,979~ 13,903
State Colleges .,  4,969. 9,204 18,001



Public 2-year institutions were not formally part of the
higher education‘systemlprior to 1965. The technical

colleges were under ﬁhe superVision of the Board of Edgca-
tion and thé_theﬁ existiﬁg‘éommunity colleges were munici-
pally coﬁtrolled. ‘Growth of these instiﬁutions with a 19€0
Vbase‘is not ﬁarticulérly meaningful since. there was a,ﬁassive
increase'in faciiities éfterk1965. THe‘table‘below summarizes

thg post-l965‘era.

_Table 2
" Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

Regional Community 1,455 3,306 5,405 7,289 10,030 12,198 14,362
‘Colleges « o o _ 2 .

Technical Colleges 1,543 1,648 1,904 2,230 2,318 . 2,411 2,419

QUESTION: b.- What éré ﬁhe né;iopal_and staté:projectioné?
RESPdNSE: b.. Naﬁioﬁai p;djectiqns‘to 1980 using i970‘as thé baée yeéf;céli‘
for a,7OZ_iﬁéfease ih ;he;fétai of ﬁublic a;year,students,‘a,
10% ‘in the‘ﬁofél‘of privatéyﬁ;yeér ;tudéngs,'awzooz‘iﬁcreaéé '
in public 2-yeaf attgndancé'(Ehé.téﬁaloto(exceed‘private 4;,
year by 800,000 ink1986)'and‘the virtual disappgﬁréﬁce’of.
_‘pﬁivate‘Z—year‘institﬁtions,as akpefcentage of tﬁe foéal,'j
.Curreﬁt“énrollﬁeﬁt_projecfions fof éonneéticut are made;bfi
thé‘Commiséion‘ﬁbr;Hiéhef;Educatioﬁ} ‘P;djéétioﬁsvandiépn ,; ‘

‘rollment have normally égreed Withih 1% in the past;




~however, 1971 and 1972 have shown an apparent weakness
in the projection model. This weakness seems due to the

"college going rate.,"

A new factdr——the intenﬁion_of’students

in the last two years in high«séhoo1 might help to determine
* this rate more accuratei; than hiségrical.infofmation.éloné

The public;System was over-projected by 3.5% in‘1971‘and‘5;8%‘
in 1972, R |

The total publicly—supported‘enrollment increased by only

6/ from 1971 to 1972 Enrollmentkdecllnes were mqs;
serlous in 2—year 1nst1;ution$; The Commiésibﬁ staff's

most current projections are listed in the'fbllowing tables.

Table 3
Estimate of Enrollment as at'Octobef 1--1970-1979

Public System of~Collegés and the University

, FTE Enrollment‘
Supported by General Fund
: Functlon 1

University State - Community ~ 'Technical ‘
of Conn. . Colleges Colleges = Colleges . Total '
Actual S . ’ : ‘ o - : _ ‘
1970 - 17,846 17,959 - 12,198 . 2,411 50,414
1971 . 19,025 118,729 14,362 2,419 54,535
Estlmated o : - : : I
1972 19,650 19, 800 - +.15,900 2,660 - 58,010
1973 20,887 21,156 18,744 S 2,775 00 63,562
- 1974 . 22,100 ‘ 22,300 ~ 20,500 . 3,000 ° 67,900
1975 23,300 . 23;400: 23,0000 .. - 3,200 - 72,900
1976 24,100 24,500 - 24,000 - 3,400° . 76,000
1977 24,500 25,000 - 25,000 - 3,500 ' 78,000
1978 24,000 24,500 25,000 - 3,700 - 77,200
1979 24,000 24,500 25,000 . 3,800 77,300




Table 4

Estimate of Enrollment as at October l--l970—1979
Public System of ‘Colleges and the University

Roster of Headcount Enrollment
N . CAlL Students -
General Fund Supported & Non-General Fund

University . State Community Technical _
of Conn. Colleges Colleges = Colleges Total
Actual : o E ) S s oo ] )
1970 ¢ 20,029 : 31,555 .- 15,813 . 6,452 73,850
1971 21,253 32,608 - 19,136 5,355 78,352
Estimated : : _ ; ; S ‘
1972 22,200 33,600 - 19,900 5,850 81,550
1973 23,600 35,900 22,500 6,090 88,090
1974 25,000 37,900 25,600 6,600 95,100
1975 26,300 39,800 28,700 7,040 101,840
1976 27,200 41,700 - 30,000 7,480 106,380
1977 - 27,700 ‘ 42,500 i 31,200 - - 7,700° 109 100 .
1978 27,100 42,500 © 31,200 8,100 108,900

1979 27,100 42,500 - 31,200 . 8;360r-;1o9;160

‘It does not seem llkely at thls t1me that these pro;ectlons
w1ll be’ met : 'The estimate- was made when prellminary 1972
‘enrollment flgures were avallable.‘ Actual 1977 enrollment

1s below proJectlon agaln;. In addition full t1me en—v

f .rollment 1s below laqt year at all 1nst1tut1ons excent

lthree of the State Colleges and four Communlty Colleges

"It would seem unw1se ‘to plan for any s1gn1f1cant 1ncrease

‘in 1973 and a decrease of . l/ or 2/ in bud?eted enrollment

‘is not unlikely. ‘Thls_aSSumeskno alteratlons_ln Connectlcnt'sf

current policy'toward'higher‘e&ucatidn;f‘




 QUESTION: &.

RESPONSE: c.

' QUESTION: d.

RESPONSE: d.

be to maintain adequate spaces for the next few years
‘w1thout_buildingjbecause there_willﬁbe_aflong‘spell of

‘reduced enrollment‘coming. Also, there are«fewer

‘fcentage of high school graduates gOing on to college Un—'l”_ ‘.fh‘” i

:7doubtedlv, the increase.in Connecticut tuition has‘had"

How has enrollment distribution been established in

Connecticut”

. The current enrollment distribution’trendris determined

by a <omplex mix of local pressures, state economic

needs, institutional aspirations and ambitions, enroll-

. ment projections‘madegby’therCHE and the fiscal realities

of the times asfyiewed'By the Governor and ‘legislature.

WhatfneWZfactors.appear imminent affecting national and

state enrollment distribution during the period 1974 7972
Demographic data: indicate that the eighteen year old peak

should occur in l978. Therefore, the enrollment peak in

colleges and univerSities‘shouldioccur in l9§0._ Howeyer,

W

in the‘State‘of”Connecticut we. seem'to_be7into the

eighteen year old peak just about now.f Theiproblem will

families in—migrating and more out—migrating because'ﬁ o ,‘”‘:{ﬁ

‘ industry is declining in the State It follows that there

Will be fewer students There is a drop—off of the per—

_some'"nfluence as’ had the reduction 1n the number of men

to be drafted LGeneral‘disaffection‘with‘Pestablishment”fj'

j_standards‘and a.desire_to,postpOne‘COllegeieducationfuntilg‘;




¢ QUESTION:

e.

. RESPONSE: e

the high school graduate has had a year or two on his own

seem to be influencing the high school drop off. Whether or

not these factors are long or short term cannot at this time

be determined. Nationwide opinion indicates that there will

be greater demand for vocational education, for job training,

" for learning how to earn a living, than there has been in

~the past, As yet, we have not.felt this demand in

Connecticut. The technical colleges are not seeing a

great increase in demand:. Whether mass transit and

- similar nationwide long-term programs will have an effect

can at this point only be conjectured. These long~term

‘effects nrobably will not be felt during the 1974-~79

Jneriod.

.What'goal,should Connecticut nursue regarding relationship.

of in‘andhout migration of students?
For the year l968 the last‘for'which national totals are

avallable, Connecticut had a net debt of Zl 125 students

ouL-migratlng.‘ 61 hese, 2 909 were publicly educated
_students.r Rather than adoptlng a pollcy w1th respect to‘
'rstudent mlgrat1on per se a more useful proceduse would be

'*to exam1ne Connect1cut s pollc1es wh1ch affect that m1gra—"‘

tion._ Connect1cut s publlc 1nstitutions have tradition- .ft

*hally llm1ted out—of—state enrollment to about 10/ pollcy

'not 1ncons1stent;w1th most surroundlng states.‘ (Exceptlons hﬁ

"'“mto th1= lO/ f1gure occur chiefly at the large land-grant



universities.) The major out-migration is to private in-
stitutions, some 84% of the total. There seems to be little
hope of altering this situation regarding private institu-

tions.

Regarding the public sector, no state is a net receiver of
more. than 500 Connectieut students into the public system,
the average being about 50. The humber of publiclv-educated
Connecticut students in any otherﬂstate is principally a
fuhctihn of the size of that state's educational plant.

~Actually, the out-migration in the public sector is in

approximate balance now.

Should'an“iﬁbalance‘recar, it does npt»seem likely that in~
’iereasing the,ﬁaﬁber‘of‘seats_at>thejuniversity“and‘state
htdilegestweuld_autoﬁatihaiiy.recasture the anﬁecticut

- students.’ Thqse’stﬁdentShWho‘are‘cgrrentlyjedﬁcated at
:large’out%bf—state.universities are”iikely’te‘remain,there
for ‘the reasons of geograhhy,‘taculty er program that‘orlgln—
ally drew them.: Callfornla‘ for 1nstance,ris the state w1th
'the largest dlfferentlal of publlcly’educated Connectlcut
istudents and Colorado Ohlo Indlana,'Floridarand*Viréinia f

n,are”highyqn«theflist‘ Those states alone’accounted for 2/3

_of thejnetthﬁﬁeetiéut‘outémigrants in;1968 Any effort

'“almed at reduc1ng the out~m1grat10n would have to be an

feffortjtohincrease;in—migrants.rohe;sqlutiqnﬁmay he npthtqm,"‘”




have a policy on migration, but rather to have a more flexi-
ble policy on out-of-state enrollment. This would necessitate

a non-prohibitive out-of-state tuition and fee schedule.

QUESTION : f. How do Federal and state policies on (age) majority affect
postufe of higher education in Connecticut?

RESPONSE: f. The principal problems posed by.redefinitions of.age

- majority will be the impact of a new votingisector and,

probably more directly, the situation of residence. If a
student can establish residence as he reaches majority, then‘
the concept of how a resident student is defined may well
have to be changed. A definition requiring a student to
establish residence for a reason other than attending

school (as. in California) may have to be considered.

gUESTiON: g. What are trends‘in‘othéf‘stétesIregarding‘identifiable
: quotégi;or,accépting‘stuaénts‘ffom.Connecticut? |
"RESPONSE:,:g;‘Quotés‘as such do not_exiéﬁffof ConnecticutfreSidenﬁs in
| | other states_éﬁd none of the sﬁates which Connecticut has
a lérgé‘traffic with ha&e fixed ogt—offStéte‘acceﬁtanée

quotas.

| gUESTIONf h._wa should enrollment demand be met between 1974475‘and~

1978- 797'

31_BE§29E§§§  h;;The establléhment of eﬁroilmént dlstrlbﬁflén améné thek
o 3‘:‘pu511c‘inst1tut;ons 1slﬁ$t cﬁirently one of legally mandated ‘
‘ ‘funct1ons«of’the CHE.’wﬁowevef,‘audpﬁlon of some or all of“”
‘,}the aforementléﬁed‘reééﬁﬁenaatioﬁs w1ll ine§1tably 1nf1u—j””

}fenCe enro1lment3d1strlbutlon.’




‘need it most, while a tuition—free.pclicy is automatically effective.

This policy for lower division students‘would not“remOVe the need for an

”<1gned to accept the student at hlS ex1st1ng level‘and help him to reach
‘ chls educat10nal potenttal Thie-wouid require‘a‘currlculum wh1ch starte »p
'at a. renedral level‘and leads to the most‘aduanced.courses offered by an.
‘vinetitution;7pVigcrcustanniimapinatiue‘recruitment:is’necessaryuto-thenA"

i success of such a program. = . .

Analysis of the Recommendations

-3

"At least iower-division education be tunition free."

'Equal education opportunity regardless ofirace, creed, or economic con-

ditinn is a stated goal of Connecticut education. A society which ties
higher educatiom to economic condition and. ' then makes improved: ecomomic
condition dependent on:education cannot be said to be offering equal op-
portunity. "Lower d1vision (first tyc years post-~secondary) educatlon is
not only necessary for entry to higher education but also provides much
of the education‘that leads to economic'betterment. It is here that
nurses, dental techniciane;:secretaries and other:personnei serving so-

ciety are trained. Tuition or an excessive fee schedule is an effective

economic. bar to many people. Tuition remission seldom benefits those who

effective financial aid policy in the upper diyision:
"The" open adm1551ons pollcy at the communlty colleges be made operatlve
by adequate fundlng.lﬂ A un1versal entrance policy whlch merely allows

all an equal chance at fallure is- unacceptable. Programs should be de- . ;

Lo~

i
3
i
{
¢
.




3. '"Off-campus courses offered By state colleges: znd’ The urinversity be
substantially incteased;"
The state has a requnsibility for the continwiny educatfiom of its adult
citizens as well asithe preﬁaration of its yomsth, Tt mussr make avail~
able extensien education at the baccalaureatexamﬁ,gmadeazaélevelJ - The
upper-division institutions cannot change‘theixwammnllmenrﬁpatterns
without some change in facilities, but cross-mizilization:of existing
state facilities could solve the problem of pamt-time or single c0urse
offerings. The technical‘colleges have facilities which are suitable
for upper—division or gteduate‘écience and‘engineering. ‘Some of the
cemﬁunity colleges and technical colleges. have claesrooﬁ space avail-
able at‘houts_thet could attract part-time upper-division and graduate

students.

4. "Ceufsee td serveﬂcoﬁmunity>needs be inStituted or increased at all
state poét—Secqndaryjipstitutieﬁs."
Tpday's society 'is so‘cdmple%,endiraﬁidly changing thét people‘eontin—‘
ually need‘new information‘and‘skills to enable them toufuﬁctioneeffici—
eptlyf. Fof‘example, policevneedytotlearn‘teehniqeeswofverqwd‘eentroi;
firemen'must learn teteqpe‘with‘highefieeistfuetutel,?rebleﬁsf‘hoﬁeewﬁers‘
‘needttelleé}ﬁISmeilescale‘eeelsgiCal:manégemeﬁt3techni§de>fefIQSe'oﬁ
‘theiftoﬁhftropeftv;e One’ of the ba51c needs in today‘s compartmeeted

soc1ety is’ for people to learn to relate to one another'icommunlty

,serv1ce classes brlng people together and f111 a deep sociologleal need,;;k




"Graduate, summer, and extension courses be funded by the state."
Currently graduaté, summer. and extension courses are expégted to be
self—supporfing. 1f the state does not prﬁvide some subsidizing funding,
the tuition costs become prohibitiVe.l_Specialized courses needed by a
small number of students cannot support themselves, and there is a tempta-
tion to overcrowd classes in ovder to increase thé tuition income. Com~
petent facultybcannot be‘procured because until registration time, there

is no certainty concerning the enrollment in the courses.

"A central ciearinghouse to process appliéations for the various admis-
sions offices be established." |

Application to all state-supported institutions should)require a single
fee. A multiplicity of applicatién fées vlacés a burden on the:appli—
éant’ou; of’prﬁportion to‘tﬁe‘financial‘benefit defived by tge in5£itu—
tion or the state;. a fee is neceSsary_ﬁd discouraée:huisénce‘appliCations
but a single fée.sﬁoﬁld‘sufficef The problem ofkfeé,diffetentials between
residént.and nbh—feSident:students should‘be resolved by'clear'stagutofy
‘définifidnf'

Precise éﬁ:ollment;figures~Cénnotrbe‘ciﬁéd bécéusé there is‘no‘
central soufce 6f%¢§mpétiBle¥data. The principal problém is ;hé part;
;timeiggaaeﬁt;7‘Fo;HGariéus‘ppfpdseé; fu1lgtiméfé@gi?glehf; studéﬁf?“
cothCt%ﬁbuf, éﬁd;ﬁéachdQﬂt fngféé‘ﬁa?é Bé;ﬁ ﬁscd; :Akt£ﬁe~pic£dféu“
f'of_the.state's;educgéiOnalJsipﬁétiqﬁéanngﬁibéséep dﬁ1éésjﬁhere ié'a;;

pnifdrm‘and‘feadi1y uhderstQ¢d‘mgthod:offtounting the;spudénts‘fdr’~‘ﬂk

‘tébdfﬁing, budgetingi;ﬁiécuSSi§n ahd”pfojéctiﬁnfpurpbées;; A projection




model needs to take into account not only demographic data and past
renrollments but also the educational intentions of students ih the
last twb years of high school. A common data pool of all potential

‘and actual public students in the state should be maintained.
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ESTIMATE OF HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

DETERMINED FROM BIRTHS 1973-84% | ,
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OPENING FALL ENROLLMENT FIRST TIME FULL-TIME STUDENTS
Showing Number of Students for 1967-1972

PUBLICLY SUPPORTED COLLEGES

CONNECTICUT PUBLIC |

SYSTEM o 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972
Univ. of Connecticut
(Incl. 5 branches) 3,113 3,356 3,523 3,719 3,847 3,509
State Colleges" :
Central Conn. 1,369 1,103 1,656 1,353 1,661 1,347
Eastern 289 384 317 487 588 538
Southern - 1,627 1,793 1,848 2,206 1,588 1,687
Western ‘ , 481 449 650 726 797 677
SUB-TOTAL 3,766 3,729 4,471 4,772 4,634 4,249
Regional Community Colleges — '
Greater Hartford 288 376 686 629 601 378
Housatonic 286 327 458 609 ' 670 497
Manchester ' 479 635 900 736 915 937
Mattatuck . 138 328 462 623 712 695
‘Middlesex . 337 380 522 547 570 419
Mchegan , - - - - 258 278 358
- North Central : - - - - - 34
Northwestern 464 416 498 598 586 518
 Norwalk 472 552 635 572 537 507
Quinebaug Valley ' — - - - 42 67
South Central ‘ - 256 . 407 435 432 443
. Tunxis - - - - ‘ 263 463 538
; SUB—TOTAL o 2,464 3,270 4,568 5,270 5,806 5,391
 ‘nState Technical colleges " o : o _ | .
Hartford : : 300 292 - 4l1 . 426 295 362
- Norwalk ' 391 486 410 490 443 462
Thames Valley 121 . 272 . 386 280 298 351
| Waterbury 297 370 389 359 316 ~ 351
¢ sus-ToTAL. 1,100 1, 420 1,596 1,555 1,352 1,526
o Total, Publlc'System 10, 452‘ 11, 775 14,158 15,316 15,639 14,675

; SUPPORTED BY FEDERAL GOV T

.“U s. Coast Guard R ;\282” 317 383 295 286 347
‘.Total Publlcly ' : S C . . - B e e
| Supported Fap 10,754 12,092 14,541 ,15,511~‘ 15,925 15;022

;:Total, Independent Colleges g "',’ -¢_ ;.‘ennf' - N *anD_‘ - ’
from {Tab u..) ’,jD 7,486 7,739 f'7i924ﬂ\ ;-,498 7,825 7 737

| GRAND TOTAL 18,220 “19;831n'g22)465 24 109 f?23;750 22 759:




OPENING FALL ENROLLMENT FIRST TIME FULL-TIME STUDENTS
Showing Number of Students for 1967-1972

INDEPENDENT COLLEGES

FOUR YEAR COLLEGES

AND UNIVERSITIES 1967 1568 1969 1970 1971 1972
Albertus Magnus 165 128 151 155 96 83
Annhurst 118 136 131 138 90 41
Connecticut College 379 420 427 - 439 433 441

- Pairfield 496 429 615 717 791 703
Holy Apostles 14 - 16 4 5 11
Quinnipiac 825 800 701 858 - 724 - 808
Sacred Heart 647 466 482 430 361 - 340
St. Alphonsus 34 19 18 17 19 37
St. Basil's 33 12 10 11 8 5
St. Joseph 147 106 122 141 - 1l4d6 159
Trinity. 329 342 370 405 385 291
Univ. of Brldgeport 1,022 1,913 1,126 1,138 971 1,029
Univ. of Hartford 701. - 620 745 1,079 922 885
Univ. of New Haven - 365 253 568 491 534 548
Wesleyan ; , . 356 331 - 338 382 432 442
Yale 1,024 1,006 1,232 1,248 1,294 1,341
Other 57 30 14 - - -

SUB-TOTAL 6,712 7,011 7,066 7,653 7,211 7,164

TWO-YEAR COLLEGES

Hertford College for C _ » : -
~ Women - 73 73 89 90 78 85

Longview : | , 14 '8 6 11 -3 -
Mitchell - ’ 250 280 304 324 264 210
Mt. Sacred Heart ‘ 9 .8 5 8 . 5 4
Post Junior - .. 239 208 333 309 . 243 256
St. Thomas: " | .85 58 - .47 30 21 18
Sllverm;ne College of Art 104 93 74 73 - -

'SUB-TOTAL .. 774 . 728 - 858 - 845 614 573

j;‘Total Independent SRR S : S R S e
. Colleges f'ﬁ'p}" T 486'p~7,739_ 7,924 . .8,498 7,825 7,737

dTotal Publlcly Supported , L T e e e
Colleges (from Tab. ) 10, 734"12,092ﬂfl4554l~f15,6llg715,925;f15,022j7*

'j,;GRANQ‘TQTAL;"‘;u“V‘ 18, 220-519;8313j22{465 24,109 23,750 22,759 |




INSTRUCTIONAL COST PER FTE 1972—73'ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES *

: Cost($) FTE
University of Connecticut
Lower Divisicn 1285 7900
Upper Division . - 1729 7595
Graduate . 3054 3910
Average 1622
State Colleges
Lower Division - 1134 9827
Upper Division 1599 9701
Graduate © 3066 627
Average _ 1424
Technical Colleges
Lowes Division 1496 2500
Community Colleges
Lower Division 917 15,806

Lower Division *x 1018 15,806

* For methodology,see report of RG VIII Appendlx C

Includes leased costs




